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the innkeeper has no lien upon such goods (z). But it is
different where the guest takes the goods with him (a),
and the lien attaches to the goods whether they belong
to the guest or not (b) unless the innkeeper knows when
he receives them that the goods had been wrongfully
taken from the owner. The innkeeper's lien will continue,
though the guest's right to possession may cease, as
where the hiring period terminates (c). The goods must
be received by the innkeeper acting as an innkeeper
towards the guest, and where the goods are received by
the innkeeper not in that capacity (e.g., as warehouseman
or livery stable keeper) the lien will not attach (d). The
innkeeper's lien is waived if he permits the goods to be
taken away by the guest, and he cannot have a lien
upon them for a previously incurred debt if they should
again come into his possession (e)y but occasional absences,
such as taking a horse out for exercise and training, does
not defeat the innkeeper's lien (/).
Innkeeper's Right to Sell.—At Common Law an
innkeeper has no right to sell the goods upon which he
exercises his lien (g), but under certain circumstances and
upon the observance of certain formalities, this right to
(2) Broadwood v. Granara (1854), 10 Ex. 417 ; 29 Digest 18, 239,
where it was held that an innkeeper had no lien on a piano sent to a
guest by the plaintiff during his stay at the defendant's hotel, it being
known to the defendant that the piano belonged to the plaintiff, and
was sent for temporary use by the guest.
 (a)	Threfall v. Berwick (1875), L.R. 10 Q.B. 210 ; 29 Digest 20, 258,
where it was held than an innkeeper had a lien on a piano which the
guest took with him to the hotel.
 (b)	Robins v. Gray, supra ; Johnson v. Hill (1822), 3 Stark. 172, N.P. ;
29 Digest 21, 265.
 (c)	Turrill v, Crawley (1849), 13 Q.B. 197 ;  29 Digest 7, 68.
 (d)	Smith v. Dearlove (1848), 6 C.B. 132 ;  29 Digest 21, 278.
 (e)	Jones v. Thurloe (1723), 8 Mod. Rep. 172 ;  29 Digest 21, 274.
 (f)	Allen v. Smith (1862), 12 C.B.N.S. 638 ; affirmed 9 Jur. N.S. 1284,
Ex. Ch.;   29 Digest 22, 284.
 (g)	Mulliner v. Florence (1878), 3 Q.B.D. 484 ;   29 Digest 19, 246 ;
Thames Iron Works Co. v. Patent Derrick Co. (I860), 1 John. & H. 93 ;
32 Digest 224, 90.    But there was a special custom in the cities of
London and Exeter, permitting a sale under certain circumstances.
Vide Moss v. Townsend (1612), 1 Buist. 207 ;   29 Digest 22, 289.

